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A Message from the Chief Justice
This second annual report of the Nevada Judiciary documents the continued dedication

and hard work of Nevada judges at every level of the court system. It also documents the
excellence with which our Administrative Office of the Courts is assisting Nevada judges
throughout the state.

We are now in an unprecedented period of innovation designed to improve the delivery
of formal dispute resolution to all Nevadans. Over the last several legislative sessions, we have
joined in partnership with the other branches of state government to increase the availability
and quality of our judicial resources. The results are amply demonstrated by the productivity
figures contained in this report. I will highlight just a few.

The Nevada Supreme Court continues with its commitment to reduce one of the most
serious appeals backlogs in the United States. From 1997 to 2001, we reduced the court’s
pending inventory from 2,500 to some 1,650 cases.

Statewide, Nevada District Courts, our courts of general jurisdiction, disposed of
71,445 criminal, civil, family and juvenile matters.

Our busiest court system, comprised of our Justice and Municipal Courts, continues to
resolve several hundred thousand matters annually.

Every year the influx of cases increases with the general population growth. With that
growth, the concomitant levels of complexity of the new cases, particularly in construction
defect matters, present our judicial system with many new challenges. All of our information
confirms that these challenges are being met.

While the urban judicial districts have encountered the bulk of filings at all levels, we also
recognize the particular difficulties that face our rural judges. The Administrative Office of the
Courts continues its efforts to service all areas of the state and assist in the improvement of
important information sharing between the judges themselves, and between the judiciary and
law enforcement.

The Nevada court system provides vital constitutional services to all of our citizens. I am
very proud of the judges, clerical staffs in the various courthouses around Nevada, and our
Nevada lawyers. This state is well served by these very dedicated people.

Chief Justice A. William Maupin
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A Report From the Administrative Office of the Courts
The second Annual Report of the Nevada Judiciary contains caseload information for all Nevada

courts – the Supreme Court, District Courts, Justice Courts, and Municipal Courts. The courts of our
state remain busy forums of dispute resolution with case filings increasing from last year.

The report contains a comparison of our busy Supreme Court to other supreme courts with simi-
lar characteristics around the nation. In addition to cases filed in each court in the state, we are now
including the number of cases disposed. Along with dispositions we have also collected information
concerning “quasi-judicial positions.” These are positions that have limited judicial authority and are
accountable to an elected judge. This enabled us to account for all resources available to the courts for
the processing of their ever increasing caseload. The report on the Alternative Dispute Resolution
Program previously submitted biennially to the legislature is now included in our annual report.
This will be a regular section of this report.

The reporting of case statistics has not been easy for our courts, but they are making an excep-
tional effort to count case filings and dispositions. The automated systems in most courts are record
keeping systems and are not designed to report the type of information now required by the Supreme
Court and the Uniform System for Judicial Records Statistical Reporting Requirements. Thus, many
courts are forced to count their statistics by hand. Manual counting negatively impacts the accuracy
and completeness of court statistics and you will see several areas where this is reflected in our report.

In the coming years this problem will be resolved. New case management systems are being pur-
chased and installed across the state that will include the capability to report court statistics. Two ma-
jor projects include the Nevada Rural Courts System (NRCS), where more than thirty rural courts are
collaborating on a single case management system, and the Clark County Justice Courts, who are also
installing this same system. Several municipal courts in Clark County are also acquiring new case
management systems. The Administrative Office of the Courts (AOC) is actively participating in
these projects and will host the NRCS case management system for our rural courts.

These technology projects are just a few of the many projects that were started during the
last few years under the leadership of our previous State Court Administrator and Director Karen
Kavanau. Karen retired in November 2001. The Judicial Branch made significant progress in technol-
ogy and court administration under her leadership. As the new State Court Administrator and AOC
Director, I will continue to advance these projects.

Technology and professional court administration will be key for our courts to meet the needs of
Nevada citizens and the increasing expectations of state and local governments. The Supreme Court’s
Judicial Council, with their recently revised mission, will have an active role in the administration of
the Nevada judiciary. All this will happen while the Nevada judiciary continues to provide equal
access to equal justice.

Ron Titus
State Court Administrator
Supreme Court of Nevada
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Nevada Judiciary
The Nevada Judiciary is one of three

branches of government—the other two are
the Executive and Legislative branches. The
Nevada Judiciary has the responsibility to pro-
vide impartial, efficient, and accessible dispute
resolution in legal matters.

Most of the public is familiar with or has
contact with the Municipal and Justice Courts as
these are the courts that handle traffic and park-
ing citations and lesser civil filings. Both of
these courts have limited jurisdictions.

The Municipal Courts manage cases involv-
ing violations of traffic and misdemeanor ordi-
nances that occur within the city limits of incor-
porated municipalities. Each of these courts are
funded by the city and most of the funds col-
lected by the Municipal Court go into the mu-
nicipalities’ general fund. During fiscal year
2000-01, Nevada had 18 municipal courts that
were presided over by 28 municipal judges with
11 of them also serving as justices of the peace.
See Table A1 for the number of judges in each
court.

The Justice Courts handle misdemeanor
crime and traffic matters, small claims disputes,
evictions, and other civil matters less than
$7,500. The justices of the peace also preside
over felony and gross misdemeanor arraign-
ments and conduct preliminary hearings to de-
termine if sufficient evidence exists to hold
criminals for trial at District Court. Each county
funds Justice Courts and the funds collected by
the courts go to their respective county treasurer
for disbursement to county and state entities.
During fiscal year 2000-01, Nevada had 55 jus-
tice courts presided over by 68 justices of the
peace with 11 of them also serving as municipal
court judges. See Table A1 for the number of
judges in each court.

The District Courts have general jurisdic-
tion over all legal disputes. These are the courts
where criminal, civil, family, and juvenile mat-
ters are generally resolved through arbitration,

mediation, and bench or jury trials. [See sec-
tion Alternative Dispute Resolution Program.]
The judges also hear appeals from Justice and
Municipal Court cases. The funding for Dis-
trict Courts is split between the state and coun-
ties. District Court judges’ salaries are paid by
the state while the county pays for support staff
and court facilities. The 17 county courts in
Nevada are divided into 9 Judicial Districts
presided over by 56 judges. See Table A1 for
the number of judges in each court.

The Supreme Court is the state’s highest
court and its primary responsibility is to review
and rule on appeals from District Court cases.
The court does not conduct fact-finding trials;
rather, the justices determine if legal or proce-
dural errors were committed during the case.
The Supreme Court is funded almost equally
from the state general fund and from adminis-
trative assessments. In fiscal year 2000-01, the
Supreme Court had seven justices.

Uniform System for
Judicial Records

In June 1999, the Supreme Court issued a
court order implementing the Uniform System
for Judicial Records, Nevada Court Statistical
Reporting Model (USJR Model). The order
requires trial courts to submit information de-
fined in the USJR Model to the Administrative
Office of the Courts (AOC) monthly. The in-
formation in the USJR Model is divided into
four case categories: criminal, civil, family, and
juvenile. In fiscal year 2000-01, two types of
statistics were collected in each of these cat-
egories. The two are caseload inventory, which
is the number of cases filed, and dispositions,
the number and type of cases adjudicated or
closed. The caseload inventory (filings) and
dispositions for each case category have been
defined so they may be consistently catego-
rized by every court.
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This annual report provides caseload in-
ventory (filing) and disposition statistics for all
90 trial courts in the state. This is only the sec-
ond year for collecting case filings and the first
year for dispositions. Many courts must count
statistics manually and are having problems
providing complete and accurate data, espe-
cially for dispositions. Where court statistics
vary from the model or are incomplete, ex-
planatory footnotes are added to the tables.
The AOC is continuing to work with the
courts to improve accuracy and completeness.

Also new in the report this year is an
attempt to begin quantifying the assistance
provided by quasi-judicial court staff. This
quasi-judicial assistance is usually provided
by commissioners, referees, or masters in civil,
family, and juvenile cases. These staff are not
equivalent to elected judges and, in most cases,
do not have the same authority. This is the first
year for this assistance to be quantified.

Statewide, the number of filings varied
among courts with some increasing and some
decreasing, even though the state had a contin-
ued increase in population. District Courts
experienced about a 5 percent increase in

overall caseload (see Table 1). The criminal and
family caseloads showed nominal increases and
the civil caseload had a slight decrease for Dis-
trict Courts. The juvenile caseload saw the larg-
est jump with almost 24 percent; however, that
is misleading. A large part of the increase in the
juvenile numbers can be attributed to the in-
creased and improved reporting by the courts.

In Justice Courts, Table 1 shows a slight
decrease in the criminal and traffic numbers.
The civil case filings showed an 11 percent in-
crease. This increase is believed to be caused
by two primary circumstances. One is the civil
limit increase from $5,000 to $7,500 during the
previous fiscal year; this fiscal year is the first
full year of information following that increase.
The other is the increase in public and private
entities seeking what they believe is owed them
due to changing economic times.

In Municipal Courts, Table 1 shows larger
decreases in criminal (6 percent) and traffic (9
percent). As these courts rely largely on local
law enforcement, these numbers are greatly
influenced by current events, including the
number of law enforcement positions filled
or vacant.
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Supreme Court
The Nevada Supreme Court is the court

of last resort. It is the only appellate court in
the state as Nevada does not have an interme-
diate appellate court. The main constitutional
function of the Supreme Court is to review ap-
peals from the decisions of the District Courts.
As the only appellate court, the Supreme Court
does not have discretionary review and must
consider all cases filed. Death penalty cases
are appealed automatically. The Supreme
Court does not conduct any fact-finding trials,
but rather determines whether procedural or
legal errors were made in the rendering of the
lower court decision.

As can be seen in Table 2, the Supreme
Court had 1,760 filings during the last fiscal
year, down slightly from the year before. The
Justices continued to make every effort to re-
duce the backlog of cases. More than 2,000
cases were disposed in fiscal year 2000-01,
up slightly from the year before. This effort
reduced the Supreme Court backlog to 1,628
cases pending. The highest backlog was 2,521
cases pending at the end of 1997—a reduction
of 893 cases.

Appeals from the District Courts comprise
the majority of the Court caseload. The break-
down by judicial district is provided in Table 3.
Although the Eighth Judicial District (Clark

County) still leads in caseload and appeals,
their appeals dropped about 16 percent from
last fiscal year. The Second Judicial District
(Washoe County) had the second highest num-
ber of appeals filed with the Supreme Court
and had a 5 percent increase in appeals filed
over last year.
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Appellate Court Comparisons
Nationwide, the 1999 caseload numbers

published by the National Center for State
Courts1,2 indicate that in states without an inter-
mediate appellate court, the Nevada Supreme
Court with 105 appeals per 100,000 persons
was ranked third, behind District of Columbia
(344) and West Virginia (196). Additionally, in
filings per justice, the Nevada Supreme Court
with 271 was second behind West Virginia with
708.

One important difference between Nevada
and West Virginia Supreme Courts is that Ne-
vada has no discretionary jurisdiction (must
consider all filings) and West Virginia is com-
pletely opposite with no mandatory jurisdiction
(so even though cases are filed, they may not
be heard). The West Virginia Supreme Court
actually granted hearings for 1,251 filings, a
breakdown of 250 filings per justice. Consider-
ing this adjusted number of cases heard per
justice, Nevada ranks the highest among courts
without an intermediate appellate court. The
District of Columbia had 198 cases filed per
judge.

1 Ostrom, B.J., Kauder, N.B., and Lafountain, R.C., eds., 2001, Examining the Work of the State Courts, 1999-2000, A
National Perspective from the Court Statistics Project: National Center for State Courts, p. 77.
2 Cantrell, M.T., Flango, C.R., and Way, K.G., comps., 2000, State Court Caseload Statistics, 1999-2000: National Center
for State Courts, 230 p.
3 The states were selected because of their population ranking (Maine, New Mexico, Arkansas), their regional location
(Montana, Arizona, Oregon, New Mexico, Alaska), and(or) they had five or seven justices in their Supreme Court (all)
without regard to how many justices were in the Intermediate Appellate Court.

Throughout the nation, only 11 states
(Delaware, Maine, Montana, Nevada, New
Hampshire, North Dakota, Rhode Island, South
Dakota, Vermont, West Virginia, and Wyoming)
and the District of Columbia do not have inter-
mediate appellate courts. With increasing case-
loads during the last 30 years, many states either
expanded their discretionary jurisdiction (which
Nevada does not have) or added intermediate
appellate courts.

A comparison of selected courts with some
similarities3 to Nevada is provided in Table 4.
Information about some states with intermediate
appellate courts is included also. Nevada has
more filings per justice than most other appel-
late courts and more than a national average,
225 filings per justice, determined from data
published by the National Center for State
Courts.1,2  Of the two other states in Table 4
without intermediate appellate courts, Nevada
has more than double the filings per justice.
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District Courts
The District Courts have general jurisdic-

tion. Their jurisdiction is over all felony and
gross misdemeanor cases, which are considered
together as criminal cases, and civil cases where
the amount in question exceeds $7,500. They
also have jurisdiction for all family and juvenile
cases; however, some districts have assigned
authority for juvenile traffic cases to justices of
the peace and others who serve as District Court
Juvenile Masters.

Statistical Summary
The District Court case filing information

for the last two fiscal years is summarized in
Table 5. This is the second year of statistics for
trial courts. Although no trends and little other
analysis can be made with only two years of
data, some generalizations may be made.

Statewide, the District Court criminal case-
load for fiscal year 2000-01 increased almost
3 percent over last year. Interestingly, Clark
County experienced a slight decline and Washoe
County had a large increase in criminal filings
from last fiscal year. Several other counties saw
notable changes in their caseload filings as well.
For some counties, the increase reflects an

increased or improved ability by court staff
to count the filings. For some counties, the
increase or decrease of state and local law
enforcement positions caused a similar
increase or decrease in criminal filings.

The civil caseload was the only one of the
four District Court categories that saw an over-
all decrease statewide. The decrease from last
fiscal year was minor, about 1 percent. One
contributing factor is the limit increase on
civil cases from $5,000 to $7,500 at the Justice
Court level during fiscal year 1999-2000. This
limit increase may have affected the number of
cases filed at District Court. Fiscal year 2000-
01 is the first full year of data collection
following that dollar increase.

Family-related cases are handled at the
District Court level although some Justice
Courts handle domestic violence protection
orders. The statewide numbers for the fiscal
year saw an almost 2 percent increase over
last year.

Juvenile cases had the highest increase of
the four categories statewide. Fiscal year 2000-
01 was almost 24 percent higher than the previ-
ous year. A large part of that increase is attrib-
utable to the improved and more complete
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reporting by many courts (last year almost half
of the courts had incomplete juvenile filing
information).

The disposition information for District
Courts is provided in Table 6. This is the first
year for collecting and reporting disposition
information. Some courts had to count manu-
ally, some courts had their case management
systems modified during the year, and some
courts were unable to provide accurate and
complete information. As with most new
projects, the accuracy and completeness of
this information will improve through time.

Cases Per Judicial Position
The number of cases per judicial position

(or elected judge) for all District Courts in
Nevada is shown in Figure 1. In the judicial
districts that contain more than one county
(First, Third, Fifth, Sixth, and Seventh), the
cases for those counties are summed and then
divided by the number of judges for that dis-
trict. The Third, Fifth, and Eighth Judicial Dis-
tricts added judges in January 2001. The cases

per judicial position for those three districts
were adjusted to reflect those additions.

As expected, the Eighth Judicial District
(Clark County) has the largest number of cases
per judicial position at 2,318. With the addition
of three judges, this fiscal year average is
slightly lower than last year (2,355). The
First Judicial District (Carson City and Storey
County) was next with 1,942 cases per judicial
position. The additional judge for the Fifth Judi-
cial District (Esmeralda, Mineral, and Nye
Counties) helped lower their average from last
year (1,841) to 1,749 cases per judicial position
this year. The statewide average number of
cases filed per judicial positions for District
Courts is 1,869.

Those District Court Judges with a smaller
caseload assist the busier District Courts, how-
ever, the AOC and the courts are currently un-
able to quantify this assistance. Additionally, the
multi-county judicial districts require judges to
travel hundreds of miles each month among
their counties to hear cases. This travel time
reduces the amount of time available to hear
cases.
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Quasi-Judicial Assistance
The AOC and the courts have started the

process of calculating the judicial assistance
provided by the courts. These positions have
limited authority and are accountable to an
elected judge; they cannot be considered equiva-
lent to a full judicial position and, therefore, are
called quasi-judicial positions.

The first step was to identify and assign
a measure to quasi-judicial positions that help
with the adjudication process. The courts were
asked to provide an estimate of the full-time
equivalent assistance provided during the year;
a summary is provided in Table 7. In District
Courts, most of the assistance is provided as
commissioners, referees, and masters for alter-
native dispute resolution, family, and juvenile
cases. The work of these quasi-judicial officials
must still be reviewed and approved by elected
judges.
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Statewide number of cases filed per judicial position for District Courts is 1,869.
The Third, Fifth, and Eighth Judicial Districts numbers are adjusted for the new positions added in January.

Figure 1. Cases Filed per Judicial Position by
 Judicial District, Fiscal Year 2000-01
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Alternative Dispute Resolution Program

The Alternative Dispute Resolution
(ADR) Program began on July 1, 1992, after
passage by the 1991 Legislature of Senate Bill
366. The legislation required the Second and
Eighth Judicial Districts (Washoe and Clark
Counties) to implement the ADR Program. The
First and Ninth Judicial Districts (Carson City,
Storey County, and Douglas County) subse-
quently adopted the program voluntarily. An
Arbitration Commissioner administers the
program in each judicial district.

Initially, the ADR Program was for certain
civil cases with probable jury award value less
than $25,000. A subsequent revision increased
the amount to $40,000; however, the Ninth
Judicial District, in the program voluntarily,
opted to keep the lower amount.

Caseload and Settlement Rate
The caseloads entering the arbitration pro-

gram for fiscal year 2000-01 were higher in the
First, Eighth, and Ninth Judicial Districts than
their respective long-term annual average case-
loads (sum of annual caseloads divided by
number of years for the program, respectively).
In the Second Judicial District, the caseload
was lower and has been declining for the last
three years. The caseload and settlement rate
numbers for the fiscal year and the long-term
annual average for each district are given in
Table 8.

The settlement rate can vary greatly from
one year to another within each district with the
increase or decline in the number of arbitrators,
training sessions, and support staff. The settle-
ment rate is the number of cases settled or dis-
missed after entering the arbitration program
compared with those cases requesting trials de
novo (new, full bench or jury trials).

The First and Eighth Judicial Districts had
settlement rates that were higher during the fis-
cal year than their long-term average. In addi-
tion, their trial de novo request rates were lower
than their long-term average. The Second and
Ninth Judicial Districts had settlement rates that
were lower during the fiscal year than their
long-term average; their trial de novo request
rates were higher than their long-term average.

The Second, Eighth, and Ninth Judicial
Districts collect fees ($5 per case filing) for the
program. All three have expenses that exceed
the amount collected in filing fees. The First
Judicial District does not collect fees. The judi-
cial districts use the fees for the administration
of the arbitration program, including staff and
technology expenses.

All four judicial districts continue to find
the program a successful alternative to regular
trials. The program is well received by members
of the bar, litigants, and public with cases in the
program processed expeditiously at minimal
time and expense.

������0��*�
�� �
����2��
�
��	�����
�� ����������� ����

��$� 
�	�
������������������������

.���� 1����! 4�(��� �����
��!�������������� ��!�������������� ���!�������������� ��!��������������

.����� 3��(	 .����� 3��(	 .����� 3��(	 .����� 3��(	

/��� ���% /��� ���% /��� ���% /��� ���%

����	�
 �,���(� ����	�
 �,���(� ����	�
 �,���(� ����	�
 �,���(�

$�,���$������! ��
 ���
� 
����� �
�

$�����4�����!## �
� ��� ��� ��� ����� ����� ��� 
��

$�����>�%�,�! �
 �� �
 �
 

� 
�� �� 
�

$�����1�����!

���������%����! 
�� 

� ��� ��� 
���� 
�
�� �� ��

1�����%����>��� ��0 ��0 ��0 

0 
�0 �
0 ��0 ��0

*�����������,�

�����A�����! � 
� 
�
 �� ��� ��� � �

*����������,�

�����A��������� �0 
�0 �
0 
�0 
�0 ��0 �0 �0

##�.������1����!���!�4�(������!������������������,����B�������%�5�%�%�&������������)������������(��%C������

��!���������������������B�������%�5�%�%"�$����������A����&'���������%�������'������!�!�����������(��%���!

����������,�������A��������)����%�,�!"



14 Nevada Judiciary Annual Report

Justice Courts
The Justice Courts are limited jurisdiction

courts, meaning the caseload is restricted to par-
ticular types of cases or actions as prescribed by
the Nevada Revised Statutes. Justice Courts de-
termine whether felony and gross misdemeanor
cases have enough evidence to be bound over to
District Court. They hear misdemeanor non-
traffic cases as well as general civil cases
(amounts up to $7,500), small claims (up to
$5,000), summary eviction cases, and requests
for temporary protective orders (domestic vio-
lence or stalking and harassment). They also
hear traffic and, in some communities, parking,
both of which are counted by violation.

Statistical Summary
The Justice Court case filing information

for the last two fiscal years is summarized in
Table 9. This is the second year of caseload sta-
tistics for these courts. Although no trends and
little other analysis can be made with only two
years of data, some generalizations may be made.

The statewide Justice Court criminal num-
bers in fiscal year 2000-01 were down slightly
(about 3 percent) from last year. Statewide traf-
fic and parking numbers were down about 2 per-
cent. However, many of the rural courts saw
large changes, increases or decreases, in crimi-
nal and traffic numbers. Much of this change
can be attributed to the increase or decrease of
state or local law enforcement staffing. Some of
these areas received federal grants to increase
the number of patrol officers or pay for over-
time. Some areas are facing economic hardships
and law enforcement officers were not replaced
when the positions were vacated. Some changes
may be because courts modified their reporting
during the year.

As expected, the Las Vegas Justice Court
had the highest criminal and traffic numbers
with 59 and 57 percent (respectively) of the
statewide totals. Reno Justice Court was next
with almost 10 percent of the criminal and 7
percent of the traffic. Carson City Justice and
Municipal Court followed closely with 5 percent
of the traffic.

Civil filings for fiscal year 2000-01 in-
creased more than 11 percent from last year.
One contributing factor is the limit increase on
general civil cases from $5,000 to $7,500 during
fiscal year 1999-2000. Fiscal year 2000-01 is

the first full year of data collection following
that increase. Another known factor for several
courts is that more public and private agencies
are seeking collection of debts owed, which
increased small claims filings (Table A7).

Although Las Vegas Justice Court had the
highest percentage of the statewide civil cases
(53 percent), Reno Justice Court had an unusu-
ally high percentage (21 percent) given the
population distribution (Tables A1, A7).

The Gabbs and Schurz Justice Courts were
closed during fiscal year 2000-01.

The disposition information for Justice
Courts is provided in Table 10. This is the first
year for collecting and reporting disposition
information. Some courts had to count manu-
ally, some courts had their case management
systems modified during the year, and some
courts were unable to provide accurate infor-
mation. As with most new projects, the accu-
racy and completeness of this information will
improve through time.

Cases Per Judicial Position
Justice Courts present a unique problem

when comparing cases per judicial position.
Many of the rural Justices of the Peace are
part-time positions. Cases in Justice Courts
tend to be much simpler than cases in District
Courts, thus a Justice Court can handle a larger
number of cases per judicial position. Traffic
cases are not included in calculating the cases
per judicial position because traffic data are by
charges not cases. To simplify the presentation
in Figure 2, only those Justice Courts that have
more than 1,000 cases per judicial position or
more are shown4. The break at 1,000 was arbi-
trarily selected. The caseload information for
Carson City Justice and Municipal Court is
combined for the consolidated municipality
and is provided in Figure 2 and Table 9 with
Justice Courts.

The Las Vegas and North Las Vegas
Justice Courts added judges in January 2001.
The cases per judicial position for those two
Justice Courts were adjusted to reflect the addi-
tions. Nine of the 14 courts shown in Figure 2
have more than 2,000 cases per judicial posi-
tion with Las Vegas having the most at 12,473.
The statewide average number of cases filed
per judicial position for Justice Courts is 2,435.
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Quasi-Judicial Assistance
The AOC and the courts have started the

process of calculating the judicial assistance
provided by the courts. Because these positions
have limited authority and are accountable to
an elected judge, they cannot be considered
equivalent to a full judicial position and thus,
are called quasi-judicial positions.

The first step was to identify and assign
a measure to quasi-judicial positions that help
with the adjudication process. The courts were

asked to provide an estimate of the full-time
equivalent (FTE) assistance provided during
the year.

Las Vegas is the only Justice Court that
reported quasi-judicial positions to help with
their burgeoning caseload. They have 1.0 FTE
as a traffic judge who helps with traffic matters
only, and 0.30 FTE for traffic referees who help
with traffic matters also. Las Vegas Justice
Court also has 0.80 FTE in other quasi-judicial
positions to help with small claims cases.

Figure 2. Cases Filed Per Judicial Position by
 Justice Court, Fiscal Year 2000-01
 (Num bers  of judicial pos itions  in parentheses )

1,223

1,364

1,518

1,559

1,982

2,143

2,465

2,632

2,753

3,243

3,449

3,675

5,339

12,473

0 2,000 4,000 6,000 8,000 10,000 12,000 14,000

Tahoe (1)

Dayton (1)

Eas t Fork (1)

Pahrum p (1)

New River (1)

Laughlin (1)

Elko (1)

Henderson (2)

Union (1)

Carson City (2)

Sparks  (2)

North Las  Vegas  (2)

Reno (5)

Las  Vegas  (8)

Statewide number of cases filed per judicial position for Justice Courts is 2,435.
Las Vegas and North Las Vegas Justice Courts are adjusted for the new positions added in January.

Incline Village Justice Court 1 953
Canal Justice Court 1 827
Argenta Justice Court 1 789
Hawthorne Justice Court 1 693
Lake Justice Court 1 530
Mason Valley Justice Court 1 505
Ely No. 1 Justice Court 1 484
East Line Justice Court 1 449
Boulder Justice Court 1 398
Goodsprings Justice Court 1 360
Tonopah Justice Court 1 354
Searchlight Justice Court 1 293
Mesquite Justice Court 1 275
Virginia City Justice Court 1 225

Moapa Valley Justice Court 1 184
Beatty Justice Court 1 158
Verdi Justice Court 1 156
Carlin Justice Court 1 155
Jackpot Justice Court 1 152
Moapa Justice Court 1 129
Wells Justice Court 1 77
Esmeralda Justice Court 1 74
Meadow Valley Justice Court 1 65
Smith Valley Justice Court 1 55
Eureka Justice Court 1 48
Gerlach Justice Court 1 43
Pahranagat Valley Justice Court 1 42
Bunkerville Justice Court 1 36

Beowawe Justice Court 1 31
Gabbs Justice Court 1 22
Mina Justice Court 1 17
Austin Justice Court 1 16
Wadsworth Justice Court 1 11
Lund Justice Court 1 8
Tecoma Justice Court 1 8
Mountain City/Jarbidge
   Justice Court 1 3
Paradise Valley Justice Court 1 1
Baker No. 3 Justice Court 1 0
Goldrun Justice Court 1 0
McDermitt Justice Court 1 0
Schurz Justice Court 1 0

4 The remaining Justice Courts and their cases per judicial position.
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The statewide traffic numbers were down
almost 9 percent.

Individual courts saw large increases or
decreases in criminal cases and traffic charges.
Some of these areas received federal grants to
increase their number of officers or pay for
overtime. Some cities are facing economic
hardships and law enforcement officers were
not replaced when the positions were vacated.

The Gabbs Municipal Court was closed
during fiscal year 2000-01.

The disposition information for Municipal
Courts is provided in Table 12. This is the first
year for collecting and reporting disposition
information. Some courts had to count manu-
ally, some courts had their case management
systems modified during the year, and some
courts were unable to provide accurate infor-
mation. As with most new projects, the

Municipal Courts
Municipal Courts are city courts and only

handle cases that involve violation of city ordi-
nances. Their jurisdiction covers the handling
of traffic and non-traffic misdemeanors and, in
some cities, parking. (They generally do not
handle civil cases although they have limited
jurisdiction under Nevada Revised Statute
5.050.)

Statistical Summary
The Municipal Court case filing informa-

tion for the last two fiscal years is summarized
in Table 11. This is the second year of statistics
for these courts. Although no trends and little
other analysis can be made with only two years
of data, some generalizations may be made.

The statewide Municipal Court criminal
cases filed in fiscal year 2000-01 were down
more than 6 percent from the year before.
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accuracy and completeness of this information
is expected to improve through time.

Cases Per Judicial Position
The number of cases per judicial position

for Municipal Courts is shown in Figure 3. As
expected, the two Municipal Courts with the
largest caseload per judicial position are Las
Vegas and North Las Vegas with Henderson,
Reno, and Sparks following. The statewide
number of cases filed per judicial position for
Municipal Courts is 2,413.

The caseload information for Carson City
Justice and Municipal Court is combined for the
consolidated municipality and is provided in
Figure 2 and Table 9 with Justice Courts.

Quasi-Judicial Assistance
The AOC and the courts have started the

process of calculating the judicial assistance
provided to the courts. Because these positions
have limited authority and are accountable to
an elected judge, they cannot be considered
equivalent to a full judicial position and thus,
are called quasi-judicial positions.

The first step was to identify and assign
a measure to quasi-judicial positions that help
with the adjudication process. The courts were
asked to provide an estimate of the full-time
equivalent (FTE) assistance provided during
the year.

North Las Vegas is the only Municipal
Court that reported quasi-judicial positions to
help with their large caseload. They have 0.1
FTE as a traffic judge who helps with traffic
matters only.
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Statewide number of cases filed per judicial position for Municipal Courts is 2,413.

Courts with Incomplete Data
The courts that did not provide their

monthly data for fiscal year 2000-01 are listed
in Table 13, as are the specific elements of the
data missing during the year.

 Other tables in this report will have a foot-
note (i) indicating the data are incomplete and
referring the reader here to determine what is
missing. In a few instances, the court submitted
all that it could count, but acknowledges that
there are issues with the numbers and they are
working to correct them. In those instances, the
data will be flagged with a footnote e, estimated,
but the court may not appear here if all monthly
reports were filed.

Last fiscal year, 23 courts were unable to
provide all their caseload filing information.
This year, only four courts were unable to
provide all their filing information. However,
39 courts are missing some or all of their
disposition information.

The disposition data requirements are
harder for court staff to collect than the filing
information. Many courts throughout Nevada
do not have automated case management sys-
tems; they have to manually collect the infor-
mation from each case or citation.

The Supreme Court has requested that
these courts make a greater effort to provide
more information next fiscal year. The Admin-
istrative Office of the Courts is working with
the courts on technology projects that will
bring case management systems to many of
the rural courts and similar technology to some
urban courts. This new system is being modi-
fied to help provide the courts with automated
mechanism to prepare their monthly statistics
reports while also improving court processes
and procedures.

Figure 3. Cases Filed Per Judicial Position By 
Municipal Court, Fiscal Year 2000-01
 (Number of judicial positions in parentheses)
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If we do not maintain Justice,
 Justice will not maintain us.

 Francis Bacon
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NJ Not within court jurisdiction.
a Source: Nevada State Demographer. “Township boundaries may not correspond

to incorporated cities, and are estimated using a different method than the city/
town estimates. Because of this, they will differ from city estimates.”

Source: Uniform System for Judicial Records,
Nevada AOC, Planning & Analysis Division.

b Criminal cases include felony, gross misdemeanor, and non-traffic
misdemeanor defendants. They do not include traffic and parking violations.

c Non-criminal cases include civil, family, and juvenile cases for District Court
and civil cases for Justice Court.

d Two Carson City Justice Court judges also serve as municipal court judges.
e Estimated.
f Court added one new judicial position effective January 1, 2001.
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g Smith Valley Justice Court judge also serves as Yerington Municipal
Court judge.

h Carlin Justice Court judge also serves as Carlin Municipal Court judge.
i Elko Justice Court judge also serves as Elko Municipal Court judge.
j Wells Justice Court judge also serves as Wells Municipal Court judge.
k East Line Justice Court judge served as West Wendover Municipal Court

judge for most of the year.

l Gabbs Justice Court judge also served as Gabbs Municipal Court judge through
December 2000, when the court closed.

m Pahranagat Valley Court judge also serves as Caliente Municipal Court judge.
n Court added three new judicial positions effective January 1, 2001.
o Boulder Justice Court judge also serves as Boulder City Municipal Court judge.
p Mesquite Justice Court judge also serves as Mesquite Municipal Court judge.
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Glossary of Case Types
CRIMINAL CASE TYPES

When to Count Filings: Cases are counted by defendants
in District Court when the court receives notification of
a bind over from a lower court or receives the formal
charging document from the District Attorney’s Office.
Felony and gross misdemeanor filings in Justice Court
are counted by defendants when the court receives the
formal charging document, generally a complaint or
citation. Misdemeanor and traffic filings in Justice and
Municipal Courts are counted when the court receives
the citation or complaint. Misdemeanors are counted
with a violation of a state law that is punishable by
death or imprisonment in state prison.

Felony - Cases heard District Court with preliminary hear-
ings at Justice Court for defendants charged with a
violation of a state law that is punishable by death or
imprisonment in the state prison.

Gross Misdemeanor – Cases heard at District Court with
preliminary hearings at Justice Court for defendants
charged with a violation of state law that involves an
offense that does not fit within the definitions of felony,
misdemeanor, or traffic case.

Misdemeanor, Non-traffic – Cases heard at Justice and
Municipal Courts for defendants charged with the viola-
tion of a state law or local ordinance that involves an
offense punishable by fine or incarceration or both for
no more than $1,000 or six months, respectively.

Traffic Misdemeanor – Cases heard at Justice and Mu-
nicipal Courts for moving and non-moving violations of
traffic law or ordinance that do not pertain to parking of
a motor vehicle. (Counted by charges, not defendants.)

Parking Violations – Cases heard at Justice and Munici-
pal Courts for parking of a motor vehicle in violation of
a traffic law or ordinance. (Counted by charges, not
defendants.)

Appeal from Lower Court – Cases heard at District Court
in which the court reviews the judgment of a Justice or
Municipal Court for a criminal case.

When to Count Dispositions: A criminal case is considered
disposed when final adjudication for that case occurs.
For statistical purposes, final adjudication is defined as
date of sentencing, date of adjudication, or date
charges are disposed, whichever occurs last.

Criminal Cases Disposed – For District Court, cases are
disposed when transferred before or during trial, dis-
missed after diversion or before trial, guilty plea before
trial, bench trial, jury trial, and other manner of disposi-
tion. For Justice and Municipal Courts, cases are dis-
missed before or during preliminary hearing, guilty plea
before or during preliminary hearing, waiver of prelimi-
nary hearing, bound over to District Court, bail forfei-
ture, transferred before or during trial, dismissed after
diversion, dismissed before trial, guilty plea before trial,
bench trial, and jury trial.

CIVIL CASE TYPES
When to Count Filings: Cases are counted when a petition

or complaint is filed with the court or the court receives a
motion.

Real Property – Cases heard at District Court that deal
with ownership or rights in real property excluding con-
struction defect or negligence; includes landlord and
tenant disputes, title to property, condemnation, eminent
domain, and other real property cases that do not fit in
one of the above categories.

Construction Defect – Cases heard at District Court that
deal with defects in construction.

Negligence Torts – Cases heard at District Court that deal
with an alleged omission to perform an act or use care
to perform an act that causes personal injury, property
damage, or wrongful death; includes auto, medical, den-
tal, premises liability, and other negligence tort cases
that do not fit in one of the above categories.

Torts – Cases heard at District Court that deal with an in-
jury or wrong committed either against a person or
person’s property by a party who either did or did not do
something they were not or were supposed to do; in-
cludes product liability, intentional misconduct, employ-
ment, and other tort cases that do not fit in one of the
above categories.

Probate – Cases heard at District Court that deal with the
probate of a will or estate of a deceased person; in-
cludes summary administration, general administration,
special administration, set asides, probate trusts, and
other probate cases that do not fit in one of the above
categories.

Other Civil – Cases heard at District Court that include
breach of contract, civil petition for judicial review, ap-
peals from lower courts, civil writs, and all other civil
matters that do not fit in one of the above categories or
case types.

General Civil – Cases heard at Justice Court that deal with
recovery of money or damages where the amount does
not exceed the limit of $7,500.

Small Claims – Cases heard at Justice Court that deal with
recovery of money where the amount does not exceed
the limit of $5,000.

Summary Eviction – Cases heard at Justice Court that
deal with the exclusion of tenant for default of rent or
specific categories of unlawful detainer.

Temporary Protective Orders – Cases heard at Justice
Court for temporary order for protection. TPOs are
counted as either domestic violence protective orders or
stalking and harassment protective orders.

When to Count Dispositions: A civil case is considered dis-
posed when adjudication of the matter occurs. For sta-
tistical purposes, final adjudication is defined as the date
judgment is entered.

Civil Cases Disposed – For all trial courts, civil cases are
disposed by voluntary dismissal, transfer before or dur-
ing trial, involuntary dismissal, judgment on arbitration
award, stipulated dismissal, stipulated judgment, default
judgment, and adjudication on the merits by motion to
dismiss, summary judgment, bench trial, and jury trial.
Additionally, in Justice Courts, temporary protective
orders are disposed by involuntary dismissal, transferred
before or during trial, voluntary dismissal, decision with-
out trial or hearing, decision with hearing, and decision
with trial.
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FAMILY CASE TYPES
When to Count Filings: Cases are counted when the court

receives an originating petition, request, or complaint.

Marriage Dissolution – Cases heard at District Court
that involve either divorce or annulment.

Support/Custody – Cases heard at District Court that
require maintenance of a spouse or child or determi-
nation with regard to maintenance. Both parties must
reside in Nevada.

Uniform Interstate Family Support Act – Cases heard
at District Court that require maintenance of a spouse
or child when one party resides in another state.

Adoptions – Cases heard at District Court that involve a
request for the establishment of a new, permanent
relationship of parent and child between persons not
having that relationship naturally.

Paternity – Cases heard at District Court that involve
paternity issues as defined by Nevada statute.

Termination of Parental Rights – Cases heard at Dis-
trict Court that involve termination of parental rights.

Miscellaneous Domestic Relations Case – Cases
heard at District Court that involve a domestic rela-
tions issue that does not fit in one of the other family
case types. Examples include name change or per-
mission to marry.

Guardianship – Cases heard at District Court that deal
with guardianship issues involving adults, minors, or
trusts.

Mental Health Cases – Cases heard at District Court that
deal with legal determination as to whether an indi-
vidual is mentally ill or incompetent and should be
placed or remain under care, custody, or treatment.

Domestic Violence Protective Orders – Cases heard at
District Court for temporary order for protection when
sufficient evidence exists that there has been domes-
tic violence or the threat exists.

When to Count Dispositions: A family case is considered
disposed when the decision is handed down and(or)
the final order is filed, whichever occurs first.

Family Cases Disposed – For District Courts, family
cases are disposed by involuntary dismissal, transfer,
voluntary dismissal, decision without trial, decision
with hearing, and decision with trial. Additionally,
guardianship cases can be disposed for a person by
death, reaching the age of majority, or restoration of
competency; and for property by an order terminating
guardianship or final accounting.

JUVENILE CASE TYPES
When to Count Filings: Cases are counted when the court

receives the petition or citation.

Criminal-Type Juvenile Petitions – Cases heard at Dis-
trict Court that include a behavior that would be a crime
if committed by an adult.

Status Petitions – Cases heard at District Court that in-
cludes petitions involving a juvenile in need of supervi-
sion. The juvenile may require guidance, treatment, or
rehabilitation because of habitual truancy, habitual dis-
obedience, being ungovernable, or behavior that is
injurious or dangerous to others.

Child Abuse/Neglect Petitions – Cases heard at District
Court where the behavior of someone other than the
juvenile causes the court to concern itself with the well
being of the juvenile. Adults charged with abuse or
neglect are counted in the appropriate criminal cat-
egory.

Miscellaneous Petitions – Cases heard at District Court
that involve juvenile cases that do not fit in one of the
other juvenile categories. An example is Petition for
Emancipation.

Informal Hearing – Any hearing by a judicial officer in
which no formal charge has been filed with the court.

Detention/Extradition Hearing – Any hearing requesting
a juvenile to be held in detention, or continued to be
held in detention, pending further court action within the
same or another jurisdiction.

Protective Custody Hearing – Any hearing held to deter-
mine if the risk to a child is great enough to warrant
removal, or continued removal, from their custodian.

When to Count Dispositions: A juvenile case is considered
disposed when adjudication of the matter occurs.

Juvenile Cases Disposed – For District Courts, juvenile
cases are disposed by transfer, certification to adult,
dismissal, plea or admission, statutory termination,
wardship termination, judgment satisfied, and bench
trial.


